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MR. ZIEGLER: The President, as you know, had the 

meeting this morning with the bipartisan leadership, 
which lasted for two hours . He will meet today shortly 
after noon with Secretary of Labor Peter Brennan, and they 
will discuss the problem of unemployment and also discuss 
various aspects of the Labor Department programs, and 
some discussion, I am sure, about the content from the Labor 
Department standpoint of the 1975 State of the Union 
Message, which will be getting underway, in terms of 
preparation, relatively soon. 

The President tomorrow morning will hold a breakfast 
meeting with Congressman Rhodes and Les Arends to discuss 
legislative matters and programs. I believe also that the 
Vice President is going to participate in that meeting. 

Then tomorrow at 10 o’clock there will be a 
Cabinet meeting to discuss the recent Soviet summit and 
also again to review legislative matters and programs . 

At 11:30 tomorrow, as Mr. Rush announced the 
other day in his briefing, the President will meet with 
business leaders and economists to have a thorough discussion 
of the economic situation. I believe we will have Ken 
Rush again brief after that session. 

There was some reference this morning also to the 
fact that the President will be having a breakfast meeting 
with Senator Scott, and I think Senator Griffin, on Friday 
morning. 



Did Senator Scott refer to that breakfast meeting? 

Q Yes, he said he would not be able to attend. 

MR. ZIEGLER: He did add that? Because in talking 

to Bill Timmons, apparently they are making arrangements to 
have the meeting with Senator Scott and Senator Griffin 
at some other time here, either later tomorrow or on Friday. 
We will let you know when that is set. 



MORE 



#1984 




2 



#1984 



Q Will that be the same subject as the House 

meeting? 

MR. ZIEGLER; Yes , it will be for the purpose of 
reviewing legislative matters and programs, and also having 
more discussion on foreign policy matters. 

We have several other announcements that we are 
providing to you today. I won't take the time to go over 
them in detail. 

You have the exchange of letters between the 
President and the French President relating to the French 
offer to build a sound and light presentation at Mount 
Vernon. 



Q How much would that be worth, Ron? What 
would be the cost of it? 

MR. ZIEGLER: We will have to check that figure 

for you, and we can post that. I don't have that figure 
before me . 



Also, we have provided you an Executive Order and 
the fact that the President is accepting the resignation of 
Major General Charles L. Southward as Commanding General of 
the District of Columbia National Guard, which is effective 
August 2, and also the fact that the President is accepting 
the resignation of John Ellis O'Neill, of Dallas, as a member 
of the National Advisory Council on Supplementary Centers 
and Services , and we will post information on those two 
matters . 



The President has signed one bill, H.R. 5266, 
which is a private relief bill, and the President is 
transmitting to Congress the annual report on the Inter- 
national Coffee Agreement . 

Also, the President has signed an Executive 
Order, which you have. 

And I believe that covers the details of the 

schedule. 



I should make reference to the fact that the 
President also plans to meet on Friday with Secretary Butz 
regarding food prices and other agricultural topics, so you 
can add that to the President's schedule — the breakfast 
tomorrow morning, the Cabinet meeting, the meeting with the 
business leaders tomorrow -- and then on Friday probably, 
or before, the meeting with Scott and Griffin, and then 
Secretary Butz at 12 noon, and we will add to the schedule 
as it firms up. 
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With regard to the leadership meeting this 
morning, it was a very thorough discussion of the President s 
visit to Brussels, where the NATO Declaration was signed, 
and the President then proceeded, after the briefing on the 
meeting with the allies in NATO , to a discussion of the 
Moscow summit. 

I think a general way to characterize what both 
President Nixon and Secretary Kissinger said about the 
meetings and consultations with our NATO allies , both before 
and after the summit, was that they proved to be very 
satisfactory, that the relations with our allies now are 
probably better than they have been at any period during the 
last ten years; that the consultation, as I said, both^ 
before and after the summit, proved to be most beneficial 
and effective. 



Secretary Kissinger pointed out that in his 
meetings and briefings and consultations with the various 
countries follow5.ng the summit tnat all of those he talked 
to seemed to be very satisfied with the results of the 
summit and the way we proceeded. 

In terms of the Moscow summit, the President, of 
course, reviewed in some detail the agreements signed, 
making in somewhat more detail the points that he made 
on his return in his speech in Maine, and stated the 
importance of the various bilateral agreements that were 
signed outside of the security area and how that affects the 
continuing relations and improving relations between the 
United States and the Soviet Union. 

On SALT, after first reviewing the ABM Protocol 
and discussing the threshold agreement, which, of course, 
is not being submitted to the Senate yet but will be after 
further discussions are held, the President talked about 
the discussions that were held on arms limitation; 
referred to, of course, as SALT. 

To generally characterize that, the President 
pointed out that the discussions have been extensive, that 
there had been very hard bargaining. He felt that the 
significance of the extensive talks on this subject laid 
the groundwork for future progress in the arms limitation 

area. 



So, that is a general rundown of what occurred 
this morning, and I think you can add to that from the 
briefings that you received from the leaders who commented 
when they left the meeting. 

Yes, sir* 



MORE 



#19 84 




4 



#1984 



Q Ron, a question pertaining to two brief 
statements of the President, if I can quote them. On 
March 22 of 1973, the tapes of the Judiciary Committee -- 
transcript, that is — revealed the President as saying 
the following: ”I don’t give a ’bleep’ what happens. I 

want you all to stonewall it. Let them plead the Fifth 
Amendment, cover-up or anything else, and it will save it, 
save the whole plan. That is the point.” That is the 
first statement. 

Thirty-nine days later, on April 30, the President 
told a national TV audience, ”0n March the 21st, I persona3.1y 
assumed responsibility for coordinating a nev^r and extensive 
inquiry into the matter, and I personally ordered those 
conducting the investigation to get to all the facts and 
report them to me. I also ordered that anyone refusing to 
cooperate in telling the truth would be asked to resign 
from Government service. I was determined to get to the 
bottom of this and that the truth should be known . There can 
be no whitewash at the White House." 

Question: ■ In view of these statements to the 
people, when will the President resign, or is Seymour Hersh’s 
classic statement an accurate assessment of the Nixon 
Administration? 

MR. ZIEGLER: I don’t know what Sy Hersh said. 

Q I will tell you. "The abiding characteristic 
of this Administration is that it lies." That is his 
quote . 



MR. ZIEGLER; Let me make several references to the 
general subject that you raise. First of all, in direct 
response to the premise in your question, you left out 
substantial information that has been provided both to the 
committee and to the pxoblic between the March 22 material 
you referred to and the President’s address on April 30. 

So, therefore, obviously, I totally disagree with 
the premise that you put forth in your question, but I will 
make several observations on the subject. 

First of all, we have said over the past months 
frequently, and I think this holds true today, that the 
importance of the transcripts and the materials provided 
to the House Judiciary Committee and to the public lies in 
the entire body of information. 

We have also said frequently — and I will state 
it again today — that individuals who so desire can take 
sections of these transcripts and present the negative 
inference as it relates to the President. 
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We feel that anyone who looks at the entire body 
of infornation, looks at the transcripts in their 
entirety, including those that have been released now by 
the HouS'; Judiciary Committee, will find that the thrust of 
the 1200 or more pages in no way is inconsistent or 
contradicts what the President has said regarding his role 
in this matter and his desire to deal with it. 

We have also pointed out, and noted before, that 
throughout this period, particularly in early March, the 
President was playing the role of the devil's advocate in 
many instances, and his questions and discussions followed 
various theories as he proceeded with the discussions with 
various individuals . 

As you know, and as the President has said, and we 
have said, it was at this time that the President had 
very much on his mind — the personal situation that the 
various men were in — but the overall weight of evidence 
shows clearly that the President did want the entire 
story out and did move to get this matter out in the public 
and in the open and cleared up in an orderly way. 

I would also say that the references and the focus 
of attention, both when it was leaked by apparently the 
staff of the House Judiciary Committee, and in some of the 
reports that I have seen today, where it is referred to as 
taking the Fifth Amendment, I would call your attention 
that no one in the proceeding before the Senate Watergate 
Committee that I am aware of took the Fifth Amendment. 

As a matter of fact. Executive privilege was waived and a 
number of men testified very extensively regarding 
this matter before the Senate Watergate Committee'’. 

Q Ron, Colson took the Fifth Amendment before 
the Watergate Committee . 

MR. ZIEGLER: Colson did. Then I stand corrected. 

Q Several were indicted for perjury for 
their testimony there, too. 

MR. ZIEGLER: Let me finish my points before I 

get to your questions . 

I would still hold on the point I made that the 
Fifth Amendment was not exerted in substantial degree for 
instance, one example that you point to, I suppose — by 
those who testified before the Senate Watergate Committee. 

As long as we are talking about the Fifth Amendment 
and you called to my attention the fact that Mr. Colson 
apparently took the Fifth Amendment -- I understand from 
reports from the Senate Watergate Committee that members of 
Mr. Humphrey's staff took the Fifth Amendment and also 
that members of Mr. Mills* — I will come to you. 
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To continue my points , and then to go to your 
questions in reviewing the transcripts and the two 
versions of the transcripts that now appear, we have said, 
and I think the point is shown now, that there can be 
many varying and different interpretations that can be 
applied to the tapes, those of bad quality, and many of the 
tapes are of bad quality. 

If the transcripts are reviewed, you will find 
that some of the sections of the transcripts released by 
the House Judiciary Committee improve the President's 
position by clearing a section that was perhaps of some 
controversy or filling in a word or two that makes a point 
more clear. 

But also, I think one significant matter that 
stood out to me was the House Judiciary transcripts cleared 
up one controversial point. You may recall The New York 
Times several months ago ran a story which stated the 
President referred to Judge Sirica as a "God damn wop." 

We stated after that that that was not the case, and if 
you review the House Judiciary Committee transcripts, 
you will find that they agree with our position that the 
reference there that the President made was, "That's the 
kind I want." 

Also, I should point out through the period of 
the last several months, members of the staff, I suppose, 
of the House Judiciary Committee, have consistently leaked 
portions of these transcripts, putting a negative inference 
on the transcripts themselves. 

A number of examples come to mind. I remember 
dealing with the story the President was supposed to have 
said that it was an uneventful day. That story was leaked, 
and, of course, we had to deal with it. In fact, what the 
President said in reference to March 21 was, "It was an 
uneventful day, except for the conversation with Mr, Dean." 

Another example that comes to mind in reference 
to this process of selected leaking is, of course, a 
story that ran about two weeks ago where the President 
referred to taking the Fifth Amendment. The stories at that 
time which were leaked, of course, did not include what 
the President said following those statements, in which 
he pointed out that he would prefer to take an alternate 
course, and clearly the transcripts in their entirety 
showed that the President was examining the various theories 
that had been put forth to him in how to deal with the 
political situation before the Senate Watergate Committee, 
not in reference to Grand Jury proceedings or other 
proceedings . 
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To conclude my coTnments , and then to go to your 
questions, I said last night that it is our position that 
the evidence that the House Judiciary Committee has before 
it — and they have decided to do this -- should be 
released in its entirety. 

We are totally opposed and flatly opposed to the 
House Judiciary Committee proceeding with the public 
relations program of releasing the evidence consistent with 
each day’s news cycle. We feel that the fact that they 
have conducted their proceedings in secret, that the chairman 
of the committee has tolerated the leaking of selected 
information to create a negative inference toward the 
President, leads the staff and the chairman of the committee 
to make the decision to release all of the evidence that 
they have md all the material they have before them at one 
time so it can be assessed in its entirety and we do not 
deal now for the next few weeks with simply the negative 
inference that c?ji be created by the selective release of 
evidence . 



It is our view, also, that the committee as a 
whole, and many Members of the committee, want to proceed in 
a fair way and want to proceed in a way consistent with the 
constitutional responsibilities that they have before 
them. 



It would appear, as we now begin down the road 
of having selected leaks, having selected release of evidence, 
that those who prefer to deal with the public relations 
aspects of their proceeding and not follow what we consider 
due process and fairness, and proceed in a way consistent 
with the constitutional responsibilities, have the 
upper hand .at this time in terms of these types of decisions; 
referring, of course, to the piecemeal and selective leak 
of the evidence which appears to be the course which the 
committee is following. 

Q Ron , why was the segment at the end of the 
conversation on the afternoon of March 22 left out of the 
I'Jhite House transcript? 

MR. ZIEGLER: Mr. St. Clair, as you may know, 

both last night and this morning, had a comment on that 
matter. I can only offer to you the fact that, Mr. St. 

Clair has addressed it. I have talked to the Counsel's 
Office about it. 

Generally, the information I am able to obtain, 
as Mr. St. Clair said, that that section of the March 22 
tape pertained to a discussion of the procedure, not that 
would be followed, but to a discussion relating to the 
Senate Watergate Committee, and as Mr. St. Clair pointed 
out, both last night and this morning, it was of dubious 
relevancy. 
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But I would go on to add -- and also the 
Counsel's Office pointed this out to me in our discussions — 
that we were fully aware of the fact and indeed provided the 
full tape to the House Judiciary Committee. They have had 
this full tape all along. Indeed, certain members of the 
staff, I assume, or a Member of the committee, leaked 
very negative portions of this particiular tape some two 
to three weeks ago. 

So, this was a matter which I would stats in tv;o 
ways: The committee has had the full tape. They obviously 

have concluded that it was something they wanted to 
release publicly. They have begun that. We were aware 
that they had the full tape. 

We released 1200 pages of transcripts, and we feel 
that those 1200 pages looked at in their entirety tell the 
Watergate story, and there has been nothing I have seen 
published or released by the committee that in any way 
contradicts the position that we have stated. 

The overall weight of evidence shows clearly that 
the President proceeded in the way we have said, 

Q Ron, do you contend that the fact that the 
committee has those tapes mitigates the White House omission 
of that part of the March 22 tape and secondly, if the 
English language means anything, "dubious relevancy" has 
no meaning at all, if that is the Counsel's position. 

I think you said that he said that that was of 
dubious relevancy. It seems to me it goes right to the 
heart of the matter. Don't you agree with that? 

MR. ZIEGLER: Our position is as I have stated 

it to you. First of all, in terms of the fact that it was 
not included in the 1200 pages, that was my understanding 
on the basis which I have stated to-you, and as Mr. St. 

Clair stated to you. 

Our position is, and I think it is a logical and a 
very reasonable position, and that is that in this whole 
period of Watergate investigation and discussions that the 
1200 pages which we have released and the bulk, the great 
mass of evidence that is before the House Judiciary 
Committee shows that the President proceeded as we have 
stated he did and does not contradict the statements 
that we have made, and that Mr. St. Clair asserts and that 
the President asserts; and that is, that the President was not 
involved in a Watergate cover-up. 
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I would also finally add in response to your 
question that we said a long time ago that sections of the 
transcript — we said this at the time they were 
released and we said this prior to that — that sections of 
the transcripts could be taken andnegative inferences and 
theories relating to the President and to the White House 
could be drawn. 

That has been done with great frequency and great 
consistency. I referred to several examples earlier. I 
don’t make these references to the whole entire House Judiciary 
Committee, but I make these references to Members of the 
committee and of the staff who have taken sections of the 
transcripts before release and provided them to the American 
people through the press, creating a negative inference: 
the uneventful day example, the Fifth Amendment example and 
many others. 

Q Ron, I have a two-part question. First, 
could you tell us, please, who decided that this material was 
of dubious relevance? Did the President decide or did 
someone else? Secondly, I am a little confused and puzzled 
by your explanation. of what is of dubious relevance about 
an investigation of the Watergate matter by a committee of 
the United States Congress. 

MR. ZIEGLER: Let me answer the second part of your 

question first. Of course, the reference to relevancy has 
to be taken in the context of everything that has been 
released; in other words, in the context of the 1200 pages 
of transcripts that have been released and in the context of 
the extensive amount of evidence and materials that the 
House Judiciary Committee has before it, so that the reference 
that Mr. St. Clair has given and that I have referred to, 
of course, would fall within that context. 

The first part of your question — or I suppose the 
second half of the first part of your question — if you 
read the transcripts, this section of the transcript, it 
will clearly show to you that the discussion that was taking 
place related to the upcoming Senate Watergate committee 
hearings. 



Then I would follow that by saying that there 
are the actions that were taken by the President following 
this discussion and the testimony that was given, which is 
now historical fact , that clearly shows how the President 
proceeded. 



The Fifth Amendment was not taken. There was 
full testimony provided. Executive privilege was waived. 
All of that is a matter of record, and all of that is a 
matter of fact, so I would also add those arguments to t]|^ 
statements of relevancy. 
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Now, the first part of your question, who 
decided not to include this section of the March 22 
transcript, I have attempted to make that specific determin- 
ation this morning. As you know, during that period of 
time, there was extensive late and almost around-the-clock 
work being done on these matters. We did talk to Mr. 
Buzhardt, who supervised the project, and he does not 
remember the specific details as to why that section was not 
included. But he does know, as I have stated earlier, that 
we were aware at that time that the committee had the full 
tape. 



So, I cannot give you a direct answer to the 
question. I don’t believe — and I have to offer this to you 
because I think it is the case — I don’t believe that it 
was a siabject, from what I have been able to determine this 
morning, of extensive discussion. 

Q Ron, how could you decide dubious relevancy 
when you don’t know why it was omitted? 

MR. ZIEGLER; I can only refer to what Mr. St. 

Clair said this morning and also stand on the answer that I 
have given to you now by answering the question in the 
context of everything that goes before — 

Q Ron, the question was who. 

Q Ron, did you not tell us earlier that the 

President made the final judgment on what went in and what 
went out on this thing? 

MR. ZIEGLER: Yes, and that is the case. But, 

Gene, I can only convey to you — and I recognize this is 
not a specific answer — I can only give you the answer 
that I am able to obtain in discussions this 
morning and in Jerry’s discussions; that is -- 

Q It was his final decision? 

MR. ZIEGLER: Just a moment. — we have said, and 

that is the case, that the President, in discussion with 
his counsel, made the decision of what was released public; 
no question about that. But I would call your attention 
to the fact — and as I recall this period of time, incidentally, 
when we were working on the transcripts and in discussing 
this with people inside here -- this was not a point of 
great discussion. This was not a point of extensive dis- 
cussion internally about not releasing this section of the 
transcript . 

When you go through all of this, we come down, 
in my view, to this point: First of all, the committee had 

the full tape, they have reviewed the full tape as a 
part of their overall body of evidence, they have decided 
to release this portion of the transcript, and, as I said 
earlier, we feel it in no way is inconsistent with the 
positions we have taken before . 
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Q Ron, what I have di-fficulty here under- 
standing is that we have been told repeatedly from this 
pulpit that the — 

MR» ZIEGLER: Don’t call it a pulpit. 

Q I am sorry. that the transcripts released 
by the White House contained everything pertaining to 
Watergate. At one point, Jerry Warren was questioned 
very closely on it, and he said yes, everything 
pertaining to Watergate. 

Another thing is we have tried repeatedly to 
find out the details of how these transcripts were drawn 
up, and we have never been told who did it, who made what 
decisions , other than in a general kind of way that the 
President made the last decision. 

In light of that, that creates a lot of difficulty 
in us understanding what you are talking about now. 

MR. ZIEGLER: Let me attempt to address your 

question. First of all, we feel — and there doesn't seem 
to be great argument with this — we feel that the 1200 
pages of transcripts which have been released do tell 
the full Watergate story. It certainly tells the Watergate 
story in terms of the actions the President took and what his 
attitude was, the dilemma he faced, the agony that he went 
through and the decisions that were made, running from 
March through April. 

Secondly, we have said — and the two transcripts 
show — the tapes ■ themselves are of bad quality, and I 
think the two comparative transcripts show that there is 
not really a significant difference in substance when they 
are looked at in their entirety as it relates to the 
President’s actions. 

There is a word that is heard differently perhaps 
by a Member of the committee than was heard by those who 
prepared them here, but they are not dramatic points of 
substance, 

Q That is not the point . 

MR. ZIEGLER: I am going to answer your question as 

I make these points. And I think I have already offered you 
examples of how different sections of these tapes can be 
heard in different ways . The process which you ask about 
of how the tapes were prepared, I thought we had — do you 

want to pass that up here. Hank, or is that a point of the 
question? 



Q No, my notes. 
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MR. ZIEGLER: The preparation was undertaken 

under the supervision of the Counsel's Office, specifically 
Mr. Buzhardt, as we said, and the secretaries here worked 
at great length to take off of the tapes the transcrxpts . 

These transcripts were then relistened to by ^ 
individuals in the Counsel’s Office and then reviewed wxth 
the President. We have pointed that out before. 

Q Ron, who made the decision of what would go 
in and what would stay out? I was under the impression 
from earlier that the President made the judgment on what 
went in and what stayed out. 

MR. ZIEGLER: That is a correct impression. 

Q Ron, since the committee staff spent several 
weeks on transcribing eight of these tapes, and since 
there are differences in wording and in some cases dxfferences 
between yes and no, actually, in wording on almost every 
page, does the White House still think that it is 
realistic to suggest that only the chairman and Ranking 
Member of the committee could come down here and verify the 
tapes that it has put out? 

MR. ZIEGLER: Yes, we do. 

Q Considering their work schedule and considering 
all of the problems they would have? 

MR. ZIEGLER; Yes, we do. The committee has had 
more time, as you know, to listen to these tapes and 
prepare the transcripts . But I should think the point I 
would still make is despite the differences in some words, 
that the overall substance in terms of the President’s 
actions has not changed when you examine them in their 
entirety, and also when the committee has the additional 
benefit of having the other material that has been put 
before them. ' ' 

In terms of the offer, we feel it is reasonable. 
Instead of proceeding with what I have referred to and 
believe is a public relations effort to create a negatxve 
inference twoard the President by the deicsion on the part 
of the staff or the chairman or someone on the commxttee 
to release this material in a piecemeal way is not the 
valid way to proceed. The way to proceed would be for the 
chairman and Ranking Member to come down and listen to the 
tapes . 

Q • Ron, the committee tapes were made on more sophis 
ticated equipment they tell us, and they certainly got more 
words than the White House transcripts were able to get. 

That being the case , if the chairman and Ranking Republican 
came down, would they be able to bring their own experts 
and their own equipment? 
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MR. ZIEGLER: I don't know that their equipment 

is more sophisticated. 

Q Well, they did a better job, apparently. 

MR. ZIEGLER: Well, that, I think, is open to 

argument, too. They have unintelligible s in their trans- 
cripts where we do not. 

Q Ron , one of the things you said was that 
the Judiciary Committee version showed some points which 
are more favorable to the President than the White House 
transcripts . You also said that your transcripts were done 
under the pressure of deadlines and they have had eight 
weeks . 



Does that mean you are conceding that the 
Judiciary transcripts, because there are parts more favorable 
to you, are in fact truer transcripts, better transcripts 
thaii yours? 

MR. ZIEGLER: I don't believe that I could 

necessarily concede that because having listened to one 
section of these tapes , it is clear to me in terms of 
listening to particularly the reference that was released 
earlier, leaked earlier to Judge Sirica, that there are 
passages and sections of these tapes that can be read, 
or listened to or heard in different ways, depending on the 
mind set to a great extent. These are not clear, three- 
track audio tapes . 

Also, you know, if you review or compare the 
transcripts, the differences go to really some words like 
"their" or "we" or sometimes the passages are more 
extended which fill out a section of our transcript but not 
in all cases. 

Sometimes ours fill out the transcript in a 
greater degree. But I think the point that I have been 
making all along is the one that I will stand on. Moving 
aside from the differences in words that may have been 
heard, the overall substance of the 1200 pages of trans- 
cripts and the tapes that have been provided does not contra- 
dict what we have said. 

Yes, Doug? 

Q To change the subject just slightly, yesterday 
Mr. St. Clair was quoted as saying, first of all, that no 
survey of the 64 tapes which Mr. Jaworski has subpoenaed has 
been made, leaving the implication that he doesn’t really 
know if there are gaps, or omissions, or inaudible portions 
or not, and then was quoted as saying that he doesn't know if 
the President would obey an order by the Supreme Court, that 
he might not obey it. 
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He is quoted in The Times this morning as saying 
he might not obey it in the pioblic interest. Can you 
tell us first of all, has a survey of the tapes been 
made? If not, why not? If so, are there gaps and omissions 
and give us some indication, if you can, of what the President’s 
action is likely to be in response to a court order? 

MR. ZIEGLER: Well, I would have no reason to 

add to or in any way expand on what Mr. St. Clair has 
said in this regard. He is in charge of this particular 
activity, and he has spoken to it. And there is no way 
for me to add or expand on it . 

In terms of the Supreme Court argument and the 
Supreme Court matter, I would not add to what Mr. St. 

Clair said when he left the House Judiciary Committee last 
ngiht when he was asked this question again, and he said, 

”It would be highly inappropriate for me” — referring to 
St. Clair -- ”to comment now. That is a matter under 
consideration by the court.” 

That has been our position and continues to 

be . 



Q Ron, on this point about negative inferences, 
is it the White House attitude that the drawing of negative 
inferences from the transcripts is not valid? Is that your 
overall attitude? 

MR. ZIEGLER: It most certainly is. I don’t 

believe, and we do not feel, it is valid for a Member of 
the committee or a member of the staff to provide a story 
that says the President referred to March 21 as an xjneventful 
day, leaving the connotation that that particular statement 
left, is a valid way to proceed. 

We also don’t feel that it is a valid way to 
proceed for the House Judiciary Committee to go behind 
closed doors, to meet in secret, and then to leak in a 
piecemeal fashion selected information from those proceedings, 
creating a negative inference to the President. 

So, the answer to your question is, we certainly 
do not feel that the negative inferences drawn toward the 
President are valid. We feel that the evidence in its 
entirety shows that the President was not involved in this. 

Q Ron, just to follow up on that, you said a 

few times now that it has been a public relations effort 
by some members of the staff and committee to draw these 
negative inferences. Are you saying that this public 
relations campaign and this leaking will influence whether 
or not the President will be impeached; otherwise, what is 
the relevance of your saying that? 
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MR. ZIEGLER: I can’t make the conclusion on the 

impeachment vote, but I do believe that those who have 
proceeded in the fashion that I have referred to -- and 
these are unnamed people, because they do not generally show 
themselves, except for several Members of the committee, 
whose names you are familiar with, Conyers and others 
who have made these types of statements publicly — certainly 
the motivation on the part of those members of the staff 
those Members of the commxttee who are providing 
this material in a selective way is to influence the vote 

on impeachment and to condition public opinion for an impeach- 
ment vote. 



There is no doubt about that at all. I do not 
feel, and we do not feel, that the House Judiciary Committee 
as a whole is proceeding in this way at all. I think 
the majority of the Members of the House Judiciary Commttee 
are proceeding responsibly, want to proceed responsibly 
and consistent with their constitutional obligation. 

^ But to answer your question, those who are leaking 
the material, those who are providing the selected information 
certainly their motivation is to accomplish or have an impact 
on public opinion and to influence the impeachment vote. 

Q Ron, which portion, please, of which tape 
did you listen to, when did you do it, and what was the 
purpose of it and were you directed by the President to 
listen to it? 



MR. ZIEGLER: During the period when The New York 

Times story ran relating to the fact that the President 
referred to Judge Sirica as a ’Wop" and had other references 
to ethnic slurs, I worked for a period of time with Len 
Garment to listen to those sections of the tapes so that we 
could address the matter. That is what I am referring to. 

And during that process — this was, I guess, before 
we left for the Middle East , a couple of weeks before thai;' 
time^ during that period of time in listening to those 
sections of the tape, it became at least clear to my mind that 
you could hear different sections in different ways, depending 
on your mind set. That is what I am referring to. 

Q Ron, there is a report today, that the only 
reason the committee was able to get the portion of the 
March 22 tape was because the Secret Service agent operating 
the machine let it run too long. 

MR. ZIEGLER: I checked that out, ant that is not 

correct. 
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Q You intended to give them all along? 

MR. ZIEGLER: That is my understanding, yes. 

Q Ron , on the Senate Watergate committee , 

please, you have stated several times that the reason you, 
or the Counsel’s Office, or someone concluded that the 
stonewalling portion was of dubious relevancy was because 
it related to the opening of hearings before the Senate 
Watergate Committee. 

The President, in his April 30 speech to the 
American people, placed a good deal of emphasis on the 
committee investigation, and he said, "I directed that 
members of the White House staff should appear and 
testify voluntarily under oath before the Senate 
committee investigating Watergate. I was determined that 
we should get to the bottom of the matter and that the 
truth sho\ild be fully brought out no matter who was involved." 

Now, the President, as I say it is obvious from 
this, puts a good deal of emphasis on the Senate Watergate 
commi.t tee , so I would like to ask you two questions. In 
the light of the President’s statement to the American 
people on April 30 and the importance of the Senate Watergate 
committee, the Senate Watergate investigation, the fact that 
he was determined that the truth be brought out before that 
forum, because the context is very clear, how can you claim 
that this said portion, this stonewalling portion, was of 
dubious relevancy? That is the first question. 

And the second question is : I would like to 

ask you very simply why did the President of the United 
States, in a televised speech to the American people, lie 
to the American people? 

MR. ZIEGLER: The answer is simply this, and the 

record bears out what I am going to say to you” First of 
all, I have already referred to the fact when Mr. St. 

Clair I’efers to the relevancy of this section, he is referring 
to it in the context of all the transcripts that have been 
released and obviously in the context of the President’s 
actions and involvement and noninvolvement, as we have 
pointed out, in this entire Watergate cover-up matter. 

The answer to the second part of your question 
is what I said to Mr. Kinsolving, and that is that the 
President did so direct and the testimony was full and the 
President did waive Executive privilege, and except for the 
one instance, which was later on, no one took the Fifth 
Amendment, members of the staff had extensive interviews 
with Members of the Senate Watergate committee staff and 
what the President said on April 30 is absolutely the 
fact cind it is supported by not only my statement but it 
is supported by the actions and the historic facts of the last 
year and it is supported by the transcripts that have 
been released and the television proceedings of the Senate 
Watergate Committee . 
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Q Ron, in that section that was just cited 
where the President speaks of stonewalling and taking the 
Fifth, he then goes on to say he would prefer not to have 
to do that if it could be gotten around some other way 
because if they do that, it will probably leak out anyway. 

Now, in light of this fact and in light of the 
fact this remainder of this March 22 tape is just chock 
full of things that can be seized on for negative inferences 
and since you knew the committee already had it, was it a 
mistake not to put it in the public part so that you could 
get this over with all at once? 

MR. ZIEGLER: Hindsi^t would suggest that we 

would be in a better position had we included that in the 
transcript. Let me just say from this briefing — I am not 
being critical of the press at all, which is a qualification 
we have to add these days — but those who released the 
transcripts yesterday have certainly achieved and accomplished 
their purpose because they have forced us into a position 
where we are spending time and answering questions and 
defending a section of the transcript which creates and 
which has led to the creation of a negative inference to 
the President, and it shifts the attention away from the 
overall 1200 pages which show the President's actions and 
also it shifts the attention away from the proceedings 
before the House Judiciary Committee in their entirety, and 
that is why we feel that all of the evidence should be 
released at once. 

Just to conclude, I would say that the public 
relations effort concocted by someone to release just these 
two transcripts apart from the other evidence has been 
highly successful because if you look at the headlines 
this morning and you looked at the television last night, 
they have achieved their purpose ; that is , to focus attention 
on one paragraph and one section of a tape that creates a 
negative inference to the President. 

Q Ron , on the SALT talks , when will the 
partial underground test ban treaty be submitted to the 
Congress, with whom are the additional discussions going on 
and when are the Protocols to the Interim Agreement on the 
.^imitation of Offensive Nuclear Arms signed in the 1972 
summit going to be submitted to the American people and to 
the Congress and further, has this stuff been discussed 
in the meeting this morning? 

MR. ZIEGLER: You have about six questions there. 

Q Just one. When is the treaty going to be 

submitted? 
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MR. ZIEGLER: First of all, as you know, the 

agreement that was signed -- and we have copies of it 
here — in Moscow relating to the test ban agreement 
indicated that we had additional discussions to have. 

Those discussions, of course, relate to discussions 
between the United States and the Soviet Union relating 
to 3?esolving some questions that then would be put into 
a treaty and submitted to the Senate . 

So, that was the reference to that. That was 
discussed this morning. 

The ABM Protocol which amends the — 

Q The interim offensive Protocol, not the 
ABM Protocol . 

MR. ZIEGLER: The ABM Protocol, just to conclude 

my point, which amends the ABM treaty, will be submitted 
relatively soon. The other two documents which Secretary 
Kissinger signed which were technical Protocols relating to 
the 1972 interim agreement will be discussed in detail with 
the appropriate Members of the Congress, the various committees 
of the Congress, as Secretary Kissinger said in Moscow. 

They are not being made public, as such, because 
of the technical nature of them, and also at the request 
of the Soviet Union because they do contain information 
relating to missiles and the technical side of missiles , 
but they will be discussed thoroughly with the appropriate 
Members of Congress. 

Q How are the Americein people going to know 
what their government is committing them to? 

MR. ZIEGLER: As Secretary Kissinger pointed out, 

there is no commitment that applies to these Protocols 
beyond what has already been stated and articulated at the 
time of the release of the interim agreement. They relate 
to the technical aspect of carrying out that agreement, but 
they do not relate to new commitments or anything of that 
sort. 



And, of course, that statement has the assurance 
and the American people can have the assurance of the fact 
that what Secretary Kissinger said in relation to the two 
Protocols and what I have said as the added safeguard of the 
realization that they will be discussed thoroughly with the 
appropriate Congressional committees. 
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Q Ron, I would like to follow up on an 
earlier point. You told Gene Risher that it is a 
correct impression that the President himself decided 
what would be left out of the transcripts. From that, 
are you saying that the President decided that this 
six-and-a-half page section of March 22 should not be 
made public on April 30? 

MR. ZIEGLER: My answer goes to this . We have 

said before, and it is the case, that the President made 
the final decision in relation to what would be released. 
We feel — and I don't have to repeat it — we feel the 
entire story is contained in the transcripts we have 
released and certainly it is contained in the material 
before the House Judiciary Committee. 

But everything I have been able to determine 
this morning in discussions is , as I have said 
earlier, that there was not an extensive discussion about 
this section, but I have to say that the matter was super 
vised by the Covinsel's Office, the transcripts were 
prepared the way they were and, of course, the President 
made the ultimate or the final decision on what would be 
released. 
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Q You don’t dispute the accuracy of the House 
tapes, you just dispute the relevancy? 

MR. ZIEGLER; No. I would say this: Relevancy 
relates only to the point that Mr. St. Clair referred to 
in this one particular section of the March 22 tape, and 
in my relevancy comment I attempted to put in the context 
of all of the transcripts and everything that they had. 

In terms of the accuracy, I think that there can 
be and could be an unending debate, having listened to 
certain portions of the tapes , as to what one word or what 
one sentence really is. 

So as to whether. or not when the House committee 
version says "there", or our version says "we're", or 
one has an "unintelligible" in it, and the other has the 
word reference, or the sentence reference in it, I think it 
can be debaL.-i.ble which is correct. 

The thing that cannot be debatable is, with this 
great mass of material that has been released, the thing 
that cannot be debated, in my view, with the g’reat mass 
of material that has been released is that the overall 
substance shows clearly that nothing in their version 
contradicts what we said. 

Q Ron, this sentence we are talking about — 

MR. ZIEGLER: Which sentence? 

Q The "shit" sentence, the "stonewalling" 
sentence, the sentence quite obviously that we are all 
concerned about. You in no way dispute the accuracy of 
that? 

MR. ZIEGLER: I have not heard that section but I 

would say that I would dispute totally and fully the 
inference drawn if you take — as some of the premises of 
the questions here did this morning — if you take only 
that section and draw a conclusion about the President’s 
state of mind and what he did. If you go on to read what 
occurred before that and what occurred after that in the 
very transcript you are referring to, you will find that 
the President was exploring different points of view that 
had been expressed by him and then, if you go from there, 
to reading the transcripts through March and April and examine 
that against the actions that the President took, you will 
find that the President did not direct stonewalling. He 
did not order the Fifth Amendment to be taken, nor any of 
the other negative inferences that can be drawn if you 
focus only on that one paragraph. 

Q Ron, this is a personal question. It’s 
a two-part question. I apologize in advance .for making it 
two-part but it’s necessary. It has to do with your 
responsibility as a public official, an employee"^ of and 
accountable to the public. 
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Are you absolutely comfortable with what you have 
been saying here this morning in your own conscience? That 
is the first part of the question. 

Secondly, at any time during the preparation and 
release of the. transcripts that we now know are incomplete 
and inaccurate, as they were, did you raise the question 
with the President or with other responsible officials of 
the possibility of simply telling the truth, the whole 
truth and nothing but the truth? 

MR, ZIEGLER; Well, first of all, I am totally 
comfortable with every statement that I have made here. I 
believe it. I believe everything that I have said in terms 
of the President and I believe everything that I have said 
in terms of what I feel the tapes show and what the evidence 
will show. I certainly do. 

Second of all, in response to the second part of 
your question, I also feel that we have released and the intent 
and, I think, the fact is that we did provide extensive and 
massive materials relating to the central issue of the 
President's involvement in Watergate and I am very comfortable 
with that as a fact. 

At no time did we proceed or did I see any process 
or hold any discussion, or hear people holding discussions 
that went to the point of an overt attempt on the part of 
anyone that I observed to distort information being provided. 

Q What about a covert attempt? 

MR. ZIEGLER: All right, covert either. 

Q Ron, what about your discussion with John 
Dean when you went in and asked him about a secret fund 
and Mr. Dean under oath said that he told you, "You know 
about it and I know about it and, therefore, it is no 
secret." And you came out here and said, "There is no 
secret fund." 



MR. ZIEGLER: I will answer your question. I 

don't want to get into a nitpick of Mr. Dean's testimony 
at this time. 

When I came out here and said, in answer to your 
question, I answered this one section of the testimony -- 
although that is not what Mr, Rather 's point went to, 
he was relating to the transcript release, and so forth. 

Q Just go to it generally, 

MR. ZIEGLER: To answer your question, when I 

came out and said there was no secret fund , it was my 
firm belief there was no secret fund and that was brought 
into my mind as a fact because Mr. Dean, who was in my 
office, picked up the telephone and called Mr. Stans in 
my presence and said, "There is a story that you have a 
sedret fund over there." And he said, "That is not correct. 
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is’ it?" And the attitude that he received from Mr. Stans 
on the other end of the line was that it was not correct. 

That is what was conveyed to me in my office and 
that is what I conveyed to you. 

Now, I don't care what the testimony is, I don't 
recall it specifically in terms of the precise words that 
Mr. Dean used, but I do remember when someone sits on the 
phone, makes a phone call to support his point of view, which 
I am trying to get in terras of responding to a story and 
come out and say it, and that is exactly how that happened. 

Q Ron, could I focus on a specific point? I 
know you don't like to, but it may be one of the most 
crucial, that is, how do you resolve the difference 
between what seems to be a difference between the President 
telling the people repeatedly that in his view paying hush 
money to Watergate defendants such as Hunt would be wrong 
and the transcripts showing repeatedly that he entertained 
the idea favorably and at one point said, "Well, for 
Christ's sake, get it," and at another point said, "Well, 
yes, we will go that route," or something to that effect. 

How do you resolve what seems to be to me a 
difference there? 

MR. ZIEGLER: Well, I think that is a 

subject that has been covered so extensively that I really 
have nothing to add. to that. I think the transcripts that 
we put out and the statements that we have made that the 
President did not order a payment of hush money is something 
that will be shown to be the case. 

Incidentally, that section that you referred to 
in the House Judiciary Committee transcript does not stop 
with "For Christ's sake, get it." I don't recall precisely 
what it says but there is a different formulation in there 
which — 

Q Ron , in a way' I think it says — 

MR. ZIEGLER: Yes, it says that point. 

Q Ron, is that the end of the answer? 

MR. ZIEGLER: The end of the answer is quite 

simply that I can't really add to what St. Clair said and what 
our written statements have said and what the President has 
said about the whole hush money point except that I am con- 
fident that, V7hen all of the evidence is examined and every- 
thing is looked at, that the points that we have made will 
be supported. 

Q Ron, my question is what is the difference? 

You referred to — 
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Q Ron, you said here that you have listened to 
sections of the tape with Leonard Garment prior to the 
Middle East trip, sections dealing with what the President 
is alleged to have said about Judge Sirica. My question is, 
what other sections of the tape have you listened to 
to verify the points you are making relevant to the 
House Judiciary Committee transcripts today? Have you 
listened to any others? 

MR. ZIEGLER: Back at the time, many months ago 

I listened to one section of one of the tapes — I don't 
remember which date it was -- which has now been released to 

determine what the quality of the tape was but I have not 

listened to extensive parts of the tape. 

Q Ron, has anyone in the White House double- 

checked the part of the March 22nd tape that was transcribed 
by the White House to determine whether the President 
said, "Get off the cover-up line," as the White House 
transcript shows, or "Get on with the cover-up plan," as 
the committee version shows. 

MR. .ZIEGLER: I think they have — 

Q Who? 

MR. ZIEGLER: He asked has anyone in the White 

House. It is my understanding that that section is difficult 
to hear. But I would also add, in relation to that con- 
troversial point, that if you look and read, as I did this 
morning, the transcript of that discussion, what the President 
is doing there is not saying "Get on with the cover-up," he 
is talking about the Senate Watergate Committee and he is 
talking about various suggestions and, in what context that 
falls, I can't describe — let me finish, please — I 
can't describe, about the Senate Watergate committee and 
various discussions, and as I said before, being a devil's 
Advocate. 



But here again I rest on my earlier point and that 
is, look at the fact as to what actions the President took and 
how we proceeded in relation to the Senate Watergate 
Committee after that discussion. 

Q Ron, you just approached the answer, I think, 
to the question, but you have asked us to keep the context 
of these transcripts all in focus. But what is your 
judgment of what the President had in mind in this controversial 
passage on March 22nd that we are talking about? What was 
his purpose in saying it? 

MR. ZIEGLER: I can't answer that. I don't know. 

I have not discussed that. 

I can tell you this , I can say clearly because 
I know what the facts are, in terms of what they are 
publicly and the events that occurred and, incidentally, in 
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the statement he made after that paragraph, that he was not 
focusing on ordering anyone to proceed with a cover-up. 

Q , Ron, I asked this and I want to ask it now. 

I have had my hand up. You said you would call on me. 

MR. ZIEGLER: Just a moment, Mr. Bacon has also 

had his hand up. I will come back to you. 

Q Ron, because the President’s good faith, if 
not his honesty, has been called into question with these 
new transcripts, is he considering perhaps releasing the 
tapes that he has held back upon which his original 
transcripts were based? 

MR. ZIEGLER; I think there has been no discussion 
of that because the committee, as you know, has the tapes. 

Q They have some tapes. 

MR. ZIEGLER: Have in their possession the tapes of 

the transcripts we are discussing this morning. 

The second part of ycur question, in terms of the 
reference to the President, as I said earlier, I think the 
motive of those who decided to release these in this fashion 
was to do just what you referred to. I would finally 
answer your question by saying that the facts, the history 
of the hearings, everything that is already on record' totally 
disproves and totally puts aside any judgment that can be 
made on that one paragraph. 

Q how is the committee and how is the American 

public going to know whether additional, relevant sections 
have not been omitted from the original transcripts that 
he offered. 



MR. ZIEGLER: Two ways. First of all on the tapes 

we are talking about at this time, the committee has the fu]J 
tape and they have released the full transcripts. 

Secondly, the chairman and the Ranking Member 
of theco^ittee can come down if they do have a question, 
or If It has a bearing on their overall conclusion and 
listen to them. 



Q Ron, now, what I would like to ask you, if 
you could, could you tell us -- you mentioned in your 
statement here, you said that the President was simply 
exploring on this 22nd thing that got deleted. Could you 
tell us the difference between exploring and a conspiracy? 



I. secondly, you have condemned what you term 

the selective leaking” of the House Judiciar Committee of 
material, which, of course, wasn’t Grand Jury. Tell me 
this, Ron, how does the White House avoid being consid-^rrd 
hypocritical if they denounce the House committee for 
leaking when the leaking at the White House is renowned 
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all over the world as massive. 

Those two questions, the difference between 
exploring and conspiracy and leaking up on the Hill and 
leaking right down here. 

MR. ZIEGLER; First of all, I think I have answered 
the first part of your question and won't attempt to 
expand on that in terms of asking you to examine the full 
transcript of what the President was talking about during 
this period and then in the context of everything that's 
been released. 

Q Ron , would you say it was not a conspii’acy 
when he told the people — 

MR. ZIEGLER: Of course I say that, and the 

record, as I say, and the fact of how we proceeded before 
the Senate committee clearly supports that point. 

In terms of my reference, our references — and 
I think we can wrap up now — to the leaks from the House 
Judiciary Committee goes simply to this, the House Judiciary 
Committee adopted rules of confidentiality and it is in 
flat violation of those rules for Members of the committee, 
or for the staff, having adopted those rules unarimously 
to conduct secret hearings and then to proceed td leak 
portions of the evidence taken and portions of the 
deliberation with a negative inference to it to tihe public. 

It is a violation of the constitutional rules. It 
is a violation of the committee rules. It is a violation 
of fairness and it is a violation of due process.! In my 
mind there is no question about that. That is why we 
feel strongly that when they release the evidence, they 
should release it all at one time. That is also why we 
felt strongly they should have opened up their helarings 
a long time ago so that the matter could proceed iwith due 
process. 

I believe that most of the Members of the committee 
want to proceed in a fair way and most have. In terms of 
leakage, as you referred to from here, I don't know of 
any leakage. We have made comments where we have provided -~ 

Q Did you ever hear of a guy named Nofsiger 
or Magruder? 

MR. ZIEGLER: Let me talk with him contemporarily 

or currently. During this period information that defames 
character and creates negative inferences against an individual — 
I am talking about in the process that we are dealing with now. 

Q Ron, these tapes that were released were 
released by a vote by the committee. Now you have had a 
lot to say about the fact that leaks were here and leaks 
were there. These tapes were not leaked, they were 
released to the public by the committee. Are you considering 
the fact that they release them without -- are you saying 
that this was partisan and unfair on the part of the 
committee? 
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MR. ZIEGLER: What I am saying is not addressed to 

the entire committee. The committee voted to release all 
of the evidence, the 7,100 pages they have before them. 

What I am saying is it is not an appropriate way 
to proceed, as witnessed here this morning, for the committee, 
whoever made that decision, to release the materials under 
a public relations scenario where each day they release 
a section of the evidence, trying to put out something a 
little new without being put out in the overall context of 
all of the materials so that you fellows can do a special 
and so forth at night. 

Q You are saying it was for these purposes? 

MR. ZIEGLER: I assume so. 

Q You are saying Mr. Rodino is the one — 

MR. ZIEGLER: VJhoever made the decision to proceed 

in this way. I do not think it is a fair way. I do not 
think it is an appropriate way. The committee as a whole 
voted to release the evidence. We have been advocating 
that for a long time. 

My other reference goes to the process that certain 
Members of the coinmittee, like Conyers, and Drinan, and 
those fellows, how they have proceeded, I think the fellow 
from Texas has proceeded in this way, too. 

Q Don't you know his name? 

Q It was Rodino who made the decision to put 
out the tapes first, so when you are talking of a PR 
campaign -- 



MR. ZIEGLER: I am talking about whoever made 

the decision. If that was the chairman, I am talking about 
the chairman and Mr. Doar, whoever made the decision to 
release the materials before them in a piecemeal way. 

Q Ron, does the President still vouch for the 
security and the integrity of the tapes that are still in 
his possession? 

MR. ZIEGLER: Yes, I would say so. 

Q Ron, does the President draw any distinction 
between what you have just criticized the committee for 
doing and what the White House did on April 30th when in 
the morning in time for PM's papers, Mr. St. Clair's 50- 
page brief with its excerpts and fragments and out of con- 
text , briefed portions , which were all favorable to the 
President, were released and not until several hours later 
were the full transcripts in time for the next cycle but 
missing the PM cycle were released? What is the difference? 
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MR. ZIEGLER: The difference is simply this, we 

were in a position at that time, as you know, to attempt 
to present our position and the President’s position re- 
lating to his actions and non-actions as it related to Watergat 
And it was not information that was the result of secret 
deliberations and it was not information as a result of — 

Q Were the deliberations open? 

MR. ZIEGLER: Just a moment. — of hours and 

hours of evidence that had been compiled by the House 
Judiciary Committee. Our effort at that time was to make 
our position and to get our position through the press 
to the American people. 

Q Ron, could you tell us if Mr. St. Clair has 

actually heard these tapes or whether he is working from 
the transcripts? 

MR. ZIEGLER: It is my understanding that Mr. St. 

Clair has alrea-y stated that in the Supreme Court argument. 

Q He was talking then, I think, Ron, about the 
64 tapes that were the subject of the discussion. I am 
asking about these tapes. 

MR. ZIEGLER: I don’t know. I can't speak for him. 

Q . Ron, if I could get back to my question, is 
it your view that the President on April 30th, May 22nd, 

August in San Clemente, and all the other times told the 
American people the truth , the whole truth , and nothing but 
the truth on Watergate? 



MR. ZIEGLER: It is my feeling that, based on 

the evidence, I mean based on the information that the 
President had available to him, based on his understanding 
of the situation and based on what he was able to compile 
to present those statements, that his intent, yes, was to 
present the facts the best he could to the American people. 

Q Ron, one last question, you have said that the 
omitted portion was onritted because it lacked relevancy. 

MR. ZIEGLER: I made reference to that referring 

to what Mr. St. Clair said in the overall context. 

Q All right, but you then said that full tape 
was given to the Judiciary Committee deliberately by the 
White House. 



MR. ZIEGLER: That is my understanding. 
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Q The question is, if that portion lacked 
relevancy, why was the full tape given and have you given 
any other tapes that lacked relevancy to the committee? 

MR. ZIEGLER: I can’t answer that question 

because — 



Q Well, that was given to the Grand Jury, 

wasn’t it? 



MR. ZIEGLER; The tape was provided to the Grand 
Jury process — 

Q The tapes and everything else. 

MR. ZIEGLER: That is correct and the entire 

matter was provided and we made no objection to that being 
provided to the Grand Jury. 

THE PRESS: Thank you. 
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